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There has been a growing concern about polliution among
host countries at installations occupied by U.S. forces in
Furope. Legislation states that U.S. activities should cocperate
vith host nations to solve environmental problems where
consistent with U.S. policy, but troop-stationing agreements 4o
not specifically discuss U.S. and host-nation responsibilities
on pollution abatement. Findings/Conclusions: Although a
complete inventory of pollution prnblems has not been developed,
ailitary officials believe that $50” million maight be needed to
correct deficiencies at U.S. Aray installations alone. Because
there is no clear guidance on respsuasibilities, the services in
Europe have sanaged pollution a%atement prograss on a plecemeal
basis. Curre.t Department of Defense (DOD) policy states that
U.S. funds can be used for environmentel improvement only if£ DOD
originally provided the facility in guestion. Host nations are
responsible for improving their own facilities. This policy
could limit U.S. consideration of environaental improveaments at
its Zuropean facilities to about 20% of prcblems identified.
Recommendations: The Secretary of Defense, in coordination with
the Secretary of State and with technical assistance from the
Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency, should change
its overseas environmental poli~cy to emphasize the environmental
and associated economic and host-nation concerns affecting U.S.
overseas activities. The Secretaries of Defense and State should
demonstrate U.S. willingness to negotiate and carry out an
agreement for environmental improvement and, when environmental
degradation becomes an issue, they should con ult with the host
nations to resolve environmental proYleams at efense
insctallations. The Secretary of Defeise should 4irect the
appropriate commands to identify a2nd report on host-nation



enviroosental laws and standards, the extent nf pollution
probless and reamedizl costs at U.3. overseas installations, and
the ownership or source of financing for facilities on U.S.
installations. (HTW)
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Millions of dollars may be needed to
correct known or potential sources of
pollution at installations occupied hy
U.S. forces in Europe because of a grow-
ing concern within host countries to abate
pollution.,

U.S. military forces operate out of atout
1,180 installations and activities located

in 11 European countries. For the most part,
these installations belong to the host
nations, although they are occupied by U.S.
forces,

A complete inventory of pollution
problems—-aircraft noise. sewage and

wa ste disposal, heating plant emissions,
and ground water pollution by petroleum
products—--has not been develcped, but
military officials in Europe believe
that as much as $500 million might be
needed to correct deficiencies at U.S.
Army installations alone. (See pp. 1,
2, 11, and 18.)

Responsibility for these corrections has

not been clear. Lecislation states that
U.S. activities should cooperate with host
nations' initiatives to solve environmental
problems where they are consistent with the
foreign volicy of the United States. Execu-
tive Order 11752 requires U.S. facilities
overseas to comply with host-nation pollu-~
tion abatement requirements of general appli-
cability. However, troop-stationing agree-~
ments do not specifically discuss U.S. and
host-nation responsibilities on environ-
mental pollution sbatement. (See pp. 4

to 6.)

Because there is no clear guidance on
responsibilities, the services in Europe
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have managed pollution abatement programs
on a piecemeal basis. The full extent of .
existing pollution problems is not known,
and laws and ¢tandards of host nations
have not been fully identified. (See

p. 11.)

Current Defense policy states that U.S.
funds can be used for environmental im-
provement only if Defense originally pro-
vided the facility in guestion. Host na-
tions are responsible for improving their
own facilities. (See p. 5.)

On the other hand, some German Government
officials have indicated tlLat the United
States is responsible for correcting environ-
mental problems. The full effect of the new
Defense policy is not known, but U,S, Army
officials believe the po.icy could limit

U.S. consideration of environmental improve-
ments at its European facilities to about 20
percent of the problems already identified.
(See pp. 7 and 8.,

While GAOQO is aware of c¢he budgetary
constraints arfecting U.S. programs and the
high priority of othker command responsi-
bilities such as training and readiness, GAO
believes the United States should place addi-
tional emphasis on environmental problems
associated with its overseas forces. As a
means of accomplishing this, Defense should
negotiate needed pollution abatement agree-~
ments with individual countries, clarifying
che responsibilities of each government for
environmental improvement. (See pp. 8

and 9.)

Projects could be programed to address the
most critical problems first, regardless of
ownership, and could be carried out on a
mutually agreeable abatement schedule--based
on the availability of host-nation and U.S.
funding. Costs for joint projects could be
based on a cost-sharing formula negotiated
with host nations. (See p. 9.)
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RECOMMENDATZIONS

The Secretary of Defens:, in coordination
with the Secretary of Stat2 and with techbni-
cal assistance from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agancy, should

change its overseas environmental policy

to emphasize the environmental /nd asso-
ciated economic and host=-nation ccncerns
affecting U.S. ovecrseas activities. (See

p. 9.)

GAO reco'mends that the Secretaries of
Defense and State demonstrate U.S. will-
ingness to negotiate and carry out an
agreement for environmental improvement
and, when eavironrental degradation he-
comes an issue, that they consult with
the host nations to resolve environmental
rroblems at Defense installations. (See

p.- 9.)

GAO also recommends that the Secretary of
Defense, to provide a basis for negotiating
a cooperative agreement with host nations
when pollution abatement becomes an issue,
direct the appropriate commands to identify
and report to Defense:

~~Host-nation environmental laws and
standards.

~=-The extent of pollution problems and
remedial costs at U.S. overseas in-
stallations,

--The ownership or source of financing
for facilities on U.S. installations.
(See p. 27.)

AGENCY COMMENTS

The Department of State and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency supported GAO's
recommendations and expressed their will-
ingness to assist Defense in developing an
overseas environmental policy. While De-
fense guestioned certain aspecis of the
report, it said it would have no cvbjection
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to accepting and carrying out. GAO's recom~-
mendations, provided that Defense components
would not be required to fund and conduct’
programs which the United States is under

no legrl obligation to accomplish, and any
action taken would be consistent with over-
all U.S. foreign policy objectives. (See
pp. 9, 10, and 27.)
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